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Abstract 
Migration has had a great impact on population dynamics of Turkey for decades. The aim of this research is to examine the 
socio-economic and cultural features of the people who settled down in the city centers of Tarsus, Antalya and Fethiye by 
migration. The research is conducted within the framework of phenomenology which has its place in the qualitative research 
methods. One hundred and thirty six people, who live in the city centers of Tarsus, Antalya and Fethiye, constitute the sample 
of the research. Data are collected by ‘semi-constructed interview form’ that is prepared by researchers. The results of the 
study were analyzed by use of content analyses procedure. Also, some of the data are converted into statistical findings and 
these data are expressed with frequency and percentage.  
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1. Introduction 
Internal migration refers to population mobility and movement within the borders of a nation state. It can take 
many forms: (permanent) rural-urban ‘drift’ certainly commands most attention, although research indicates that 
other types of migration flows may be just as large [1]. After 1950 in Turkey, developing technology and 
industrialization lead to labor shortages in cities while rapid population growth in rural settlements and 
agricultural mechanization has lead to surplus in rural areas [2]. Developments in transportation and 
communication systems between cities and rural areas, politic decision and other attractive factors were effective 
in migration to cities [3].  Migration from rural to urban can have the aim to join the industrial or service labor in 
cities as well as life in cities [4].  
There are natural, economic, social and politic factors on the basis of current migration. These factors appear 
as pushing and attractive factors which force and encourage people to migrate.  Migration is mainly as a result of 
personal decisions and interaction between pushing and attractive factors determine time, form and direction of 
migration [5]. 
Doh [6], defined internal migration that migration of rural population by leaving not profitable works in 
agriculture and arrive places where modern industrial sectors developed. And he emphasized that it is needed to 
consider not only rural pushing but also urban attractiveness.  
Tando÷an [7], advised to follow a population policy which aims to canalize migration, because it is impossible 
to stop migration from rural areas to urban areas which cause poorly planned urbanization and complex socio- 
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economic problems.    
Munro [8], explained that the first pushing power which affects the migration based on rural areas. And the 
second is that migration occurs in a gradual manner. It means that individuals migrate first to closer places (town 
or a city) and then they migrate to main attraction centers.    
Üçdo÷ruk [9] who investigated internal migration to Izmir emphasized that age and education level are the 
most important factors which affect migration and she emphasized that because of the development in transport 
detractive effect of distance in migration eliminated.  According to Todaro’s [10] theoretical migration approach 
migration appears as a result of socio-economic inequalities between regions.  
The percentage of people who live outside the city they were born was 6.8% in 1935, 16.1% in 1970, 29.2% in 
2000. Urban population rate was 24% in 1950, and 64.9% in 2000 as a result of migration [2].  
1.1. The causes of migration 
Although there are many reasons for individuals to leave their homelands and migrate to other places, studies 
found out that the most striking factors were socio-economic reasons [2]. It was emphasized that inequality of 
income in internal migration on regional base played an important role and this role stemmed from the high 
income level of immigrant cities rather than emigrant cities [11].  
The decision to migrate from rural to urban areas will be functionally related to two principal variables: (1) the 
urban-rural real income differential and (2) the probability of obtaining an urban job [12]. 
Recently, Antalya has attracted a high number of populations from other places. It doesn’t lose its current 
population Agricultural activities and tourism are the reasons of this situation [13]. In the countries developing 
economically the hardship in rural areas, in spite of this, the possibility of finding jobs mainly in industry and 
other sectors encourages people to migrate to big cities. Generally speaking, it is a matter of migration from rural 
areas to big cities. With migration, the density of population is high especially in the Marmara, Aegean and 
Mediterranean regions [14]. 
While expansion of transportation and communication tools cause rural population to become conscious and 
socio-cultural level to increase, new job opportunities have emerged. In addition to this, taken into consideration 
those living in rural areas increased in number as in agricultural fields in rural agricultural population increased, 
cost of living appeared because of the fact that there are no other economic activities other than agriculture and 
people started to migrate to big cities [15;5]. Assignment of civil-servants dependent on central administration 
services, military service and university education has an important role in migration [5]. 
Dörtlemez [16] stated the most important reason of migration in Turkey is industrialism. Urbanization rate of 
cities like Istanbul, Kocaeli, Izmir and Ankara is higher compared to rate of industry development. That 
urbanization doesn’t go hand to hand with industrialization can be expressed as “demographic urbanization”. 
The direction of migration from southeast is to the Mediterranean Region. For example, Antalya is a city 
which attracts lots of people from south-eastern cities because of climate, tourism and economic vitality. Antalya, 
Içel and Adana are the mostly preferred cities in the South of Turkey [17]. 
1.2. The results of migration 
Expansion of cities rapidly and the measure of migration’s being higher than work-force needed made it hard 
for people to adapt to immigrant cities and to constitute a city culture [18]. 
Those moving from rural areas to big cities come together in certain surroundings and try to live according to 
their conventions [19].With migration, cultural conventions, customs and life styles also develop and therefore 
socio-cultural life changes and widens [20]. 
Those immigrant individuals try to preserve their cultural characteristics affect the cultural characteristics of 
the new emigrant cities or being affected by their own cultural characteristics is an inevitable process. As a result 
of this, population characteristics in the process of urbanization structure, individual and families’ thoughts, 
attitudes and behaviours have been changing [21]. Migration shows the feature of being source of adaptation 
problems also creates problems related to new settlement [22]. 
1.3. Purpose of the study 
The aim of this study is to investigate the views of migrated people to Antalya, Fethiye and Tarsus through 
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internal migration in order to learn their opinion related to causes and consequences of migration. The following 
questions were asked to reach the general aim:    
How are the demographic characteristics of individuals who settled in Antalya, Fethiye and Tarsus through 
internal migration? 
What are the opinions of people about reasons of migration who settled in Antalya, Fethiye and Tarsus 
through internal migration? 
What are the opinions of people about results of migration who settled in Antalya, Fethiye and Tarsus through 
internal migration? 
2. Method 
The research is conducted within the framework of phenomenology which has its place in the qualitative 
research methods. The purpose of phenomenology is to find out experiences, perceptions and uploaded meaning 
to them by people [23]. In this study, internal migration has been identified as phenomenon to be investigated.  
2.1. Study group of research 
In the researches of phenomenology the source of data are selected from between individuals or groups who 
can live that phenomena and act out. The participants were 136 individuals who were randomly selected three 
settlement centers in Turkey. They have been voluntarily participated. 66.2% of participants (90 people) are male 
and 33.8% of them (46 people) are women. 70.6% of them (96) are married, 29.4% of participants are single. 
And finally 89% (121) of participants are literate and 11%of them are illiterate. 
Table 1. Frequency and percentages of age of participants 
 Frequency Percent (%) 
21-30 age 60 44,1 
31-40 age 30 22,1 
41-50 age 
51-60 age            
61-70 age 
71+ 
Total 
22 
13 
9 
2 
136 
16,2 
9,6 
6,6 
1,5 
100,0 
 
When it is examined the distribution of participants by age groups, it is seen that  44.1% of them are between 
21 and 30 years old; and  1,5% of them are 71 and above years old.  
2.2. Data gathering and analysis 
The most used data gathering instrument in phenomenology design is interview [23]. In analysis of written 
documents; content analysis, inductive and deductive creating categories techniques were used for the creation of 
codes and categories proposed by Mayring [24]. The categories which were created by way of content analysis 
was digitized and transferred to program of SPSS 16.0. After that frequency and percentage was showed by 
tables. 
3. Findings and Discussion 
3.1. Some characteristics of migrated people 
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Table 2. Distribution of respondents according to household seize 
Household Seize 2-4 people 5-7 people 8-10 people 11-13 people 14+ people Total X2 / P 
Antalya 33 24 5 1 0 63  
 52,4% 38,1% 7,9% 1,6% ,0% 100,0% 
Fethiye 24 16 7 2 1 50 
 
 48,0% 32,0% 14,0% 4,0% 2,0% 100,0% 
Tarsus 8 12 2 0 1 23 
7,497 
 
0,484 
 34,8% 52,2% 8,7% ,0% 4,3% 100,0% 
Total 65 52 14 3 2 136 
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 47,8% 38,2% 10,3% 2,2% 1,5% 100,0% p>0,05 
 
When Table 2 were examined it can be seen that individuals who participated to survey in household size the 
percent of  "2-4 people"  52.4% in Antalya, 48% in Fethiye and 34.8% was in Tarsus. The percent people who 
household size “5-7 people” 38.1 in Antalya, 32% in Tarsus and 52.2% in Tarsus.  The percentage of people who 
have “14 and more” persons in their family is 0% in Fethiye, 2% in Fethiye and 4.3% in Tarsus. These 
differences between people who live in different city centers are not significant. 
Table 3. Distribution of participants according to graduated schools 
Graduated Schools 
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Total 
 
X2 / P 
Antalya  
 
35 
55,6% 
11 
17,5% 
8 
12,7% 
3 
4,8% 
3 
4,8% 
3 
4,8% 
63 
100,0% 
Fethiye 
 
 
10 
20,0% 
8 
16,0% 
9 
18,0% 
4 
8,0% 
8 
16,0% 
11 
22,0% 
50 
100,0% 
Tarsus 
25,10 
 
0,005 
 
7 
30,4% 
5 
21,7% 
4 
17,4% 
1 
4,3% 
5 
21,7% 
1 
4,3% 
23 
100,0% 
Total 
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52 
38,2% 
24 
17,6% 
21 
15,4% 
8 
5,9% 
16 
11,8% 
15 
11,0% 
136 
100,0% p<0,05 
Table 4. Distribution of participants according to their residing time in Antalya, Fethiye and Tarsus 
Time of Internal Migration 1-5 Year 6-10 Year 11-15 Year 16-20 Year 21-25 Year 25+Year Total X2 / P 
Antalya  
 
31 
49,2% 
10 
15,9% 
6 
9,5% 
12 
19,0% 
0 
,0% 
4 
6,3% 
63 
100,0% 
Fethiye 
 
 
15 
30,0% 
12 
24,0% 
13 
26,0% 
10 
20,0% 
0 
,0% 
0 
,0% 
50 
100,0% 
Tarsus 
56,570 
 
0,000 
 
3 
13,0% 
3 
13,0% 
2 
8,7% 
3 
13,0% 
4 
17,4% 
8 
34,8% 
23 
100,0% 
Total 
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49 
36,0% 
25 
18,4% 
21 
15,4% 
25 
18,4% 
4 
2,9% 
12 
8,8% 
136 
100,0% p<0,05 
 
In table 3, it is seen that the percent of people who graduated from only primary school is 55.6% in Antalya, 
30.4% in Tarsus and 20% in Fethiye. The percent of people who graduated from the university is 4.8% in 
Antalya, 16% in Tarsus and 21.7% in Fethiye. These differences about graduated school levels between people 
who live in different cities is significant [X2(10)= 25.101; p< 0.05]. In other words, there is significant correlation 
between the people’s living places and their graduated levels. 
In table 4, it is seen the time of residing for the people who migrate to three centers. According to results, 
Hilmi Demirkaya and Eyüp Artvinli / Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 19 (2011) 297–307 301
percent of people whose residing time between 1 and 5 years are 49.2% in Antalya, 30% in Fethiye and 13% in 
Tarsus. Percent of people whose residing time between 11 and 15 years are 9.5% in Antalya, 26% in Fethiye and 
8.7% in Tarsus.  And percent of people whose residing time 25 years and more are 6.3% in Antalya, 0% in 
Fethiye and 34.8% in Tarsus. These differences about residing time in the migrated places are significant [X2(10)= 
56.570; p< 0.05]. In other words, there is significant correlation between the people’s residing places and its time 
of residing. 
Table 5. Distribution of participants according to their branch of works 
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Total X2 / P 
Antalya  2 19 3 7 13 19 63   
  3,20% 30,20% 4,80% 11,10% 20,60% 30,20% 100,00% 
Fethiye 7 19 7 9 3 5 50 
  
  14,00% 38,00% 14,00% 18,00% 6,00% 10,00% 100,00% 31,363 
Tarsus  5 3 4 7 0 4 23 0,001 
  21,70% 13,00% 17,40% 30,40% 0,00% 17,40% 100,00% 
Total 14 41 14 23 16 28 136 
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? 
  10,30% 30,10% 10,30% 16,90% 11,80% 20,60% 100,00% P<0,05 
 
In table 5, it is seen that percent of retired people according to branch of works in the centers which are 
subjects of this research are 3.2% in Antalya, 14% in Fethiye and 21.7% in Tarsus. The percent of workers are 
30.2% in Antalya, 38% in Fethiye and 13% in Tarsus.   The percent of tradesmen are 30.2% in Antalya, 10% in 
Fethiye and 17.4% in Tarsus. The differences about branch of works for individuals who are residing in different 
centers are significant [X2(28)= 31.363; p< 0.05]. In other words, there is significant correlation between the 
people’s residing places and their branch of works.    
Table 6. Distribution of participants according to their reasons for choosing migration centers 
Reasons of Internal Migration 
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Antalya  
 
46 
73,0% 
4 
6,3% 
4 
6,3% 
1 
1,6% 
5 
7,9% 
3 
4,8% 
63 
100,0% 
Fethiye 
 
 
20 
40,0% 
5 
10,0% 
6 
12,0% 
4 
8,0% 
3 
6,0% 
12 
24,0% 
50 
100,0% 
Tarsus 
22,505 
 
0,013 
 
10 
43,5% 
2 
8,7% 
0 
,0% 
2 
8,7% 
3 
13,0% 
6 
26,1% 
23 
100,0% 
Total 
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76 
55,9% 
11 
8,1% 
10 
7,4% 
7 
5,1% 
11 
8,1% 
21 
15,4% 
136 
100,0% P<0,05 
 
It was find out that participants work as security guard, petrol pumper, shop assistant, construction worker, 
food distributor, worker of bread factory, worker in market house for vegetables and fruit, package worker, 
waiter, cook in hotel, photographer in hotel, worker of marble. It was also identified that tradesmen’s branch are 
repair shop, carpenter, restaurateur, glazier, auto electricians, hairdresser, car seller, export of agricultural 
products. Civil servants’ branches are police, teacher and banker. All of the farmers work in greenhouses as 
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sharecropper or just workers.  
3.2. The causes of migration 
In table 6, it can be seen the distribution of people according to their choosing to migrate residing places. 
According to results, the percent of people who want to find a job or to establish business are 73% in Antalya, 
40% in Fethiye and 43.5% in Tarsus. The percent of people who migrated as a result of advice their relatives are 
6.3% in Antalya, 10% in Fethiye and 8.7% in Tarsus. The differences about reasons of choosing migrated places 
for individuals who are residing in different centers are significant [X2(10)= 22.505; p< 0.05]. In other words, there 
is significant correlation between the people’s residing places and their reasons for choosing these places.      
• The migration reasons have been collected in 6 categories after face to face interviews with participants:   
• Because my family settled here; "My father had migrated here to work, then we came and settled next to him." 
• Climate properties, peaceful, quiet environment; “our village is not safe to live and work peaceful environment 
to live in.” We decided to migrate here after came for holiday a few times. 
• To establish a job or business;  "Because of more business opportunities here", " because of the self-
sufficiency shortage", “ I did not have fields in the village, to find a job ... " 
• Because advice of my relatives and friends who migrated here before; “After insistence of my friend from 
army times I moved to Fethiye”  
• Through marriage; "My wife/husband is from here so we have settled here.” 
• Appointment; “I was appointed here and after retired we decided to settle here.” 
Antalya, Fethiye and Tarsus are attractive migration centers because of not only their good climate conditions 
but also their opportunities in tourism sector working for the people and their families from countryside who are 
suffer from lack of education, health, security and finding a job [25]. These centers of attraction have expanded 
over time towards the surrounding settlements. Some examples of these centers can be taught Mu÷la, Antalya and 
øçel etc. [26].  
The main direction of migration from Southeast Anatolia is Mediterranean region. For example Antalya is a 
preferred city which people migrate because of "the climate, tourism and economic activity” of it. Among the 
most preferred locations for the migration are in the south are Antalya, Mersin and Adana [27].  
Table 7. Distribution of participants according to their number of migration centers 
Number of Migration Centers I. II. III. IV. Total 
 
X2 / P 
 
Antalya  
 
47 
74,6% 
7 
11,1% 
3 
4,8% 
6 
9,5% 
63 
100,0% 
Fethiye 
 
 
38 
76,0% 
7 
14,0% 
0 
,0% 
5 
10,0% 
50 
100,0% 
Tarsus 
6,084 
 
0,414 
 
21 
91,3% 
1 
4,3% 
0 
,0% 
1 
4,3% 
23 
100,0% 
Total 
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106 
77,9% 
15 
11,0% 
3 
2,2% 
12 
8,8% 
136 
100,0% p>0,05 
 
When the Table 7 is examined, the percent of people who are settled as a first migration are 76% in Fethiye, 
74.6% in Antalya and 91.3% in Tarsus. The percent of people who are settled as fourth migration center are 10% 
in Fethiye, 9.5% in Antalya and 4.3% in Tarsus. The differences about the numbers of migrated cities for 
Individuals residing in different urban centers are not significant. For example some of the participants told that: 
“I worked as a teacher in Kırıkkale, Ankara and Diyarbakır before migrate to Antalya.  
“I migrated to Antalya from a village of Diyarbakır.”  
“We migrated to øçel firstly, and then to Antalya” 
“We migrated to Adana firstly, and then to Fethiye” 
“We migrated to Gaziantep firstly, and then to Tarsus”.  
Table 8 is examined, it is still living the settlement of their migration decision on the factors affecting the rate, 
poverty (unemployment) as well who, in Antalya, Turkey 79.4%, Fethiye and in 62%, whereas in Tarsus, 52.2% 
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'to have fallen. The decision also those families, 6.3% in Antalya, Fethiye and in 18% of Tarsus 30.4% 
respectively. Migration of individuals residing in different settlements in the decision-making regarding the 
factors affecting the observed expression of this difference is not significant has emerged.  
"To find peace and comfort we have migrated to Antalya, to find work because of our economic troubles in the 
east was left to be done now, my wife for my husband has chosen to work here."  
"I think I'll win here for more easy money, because of the natural beauty of Fethiye."  
"In our village terrorist pressure, getting a good education for my children" 
Forced migration from the source area of south-eastern Turkey, causing substantial rural settlements were 
empty. On the other hand, forced migration, conflict and in settlements in the region and neighbouring areas of 
the country’s major cities has resulted in an accumulation of people [28]. 
Significant increase in migration rate in the period 1990-2000, Antalya, Mu÷la and Tekirda÷ new attractions, 
respectively [26]. 
Table 8. Distribution of participants according to the factors which caused to their migration  
Affected Factors 
in Migration 
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Antalya 4 6 50 2 1 63 
  6,30% 9,50% 79,40% 3,20% 1,60% 100,00% 
9 3 31 2 5 50 
  
Fethiye 
18,00% 6,00% 62,00% 4,00% 10,00% 100,00% 14,568 
Tarsus 7 2 12 0 2 23 0,068 
  30,40% 8,70% 52,20% 0,00% 8,70% 100,00% 
Total 20 11 93 4 8 136 
  
W
ha
t i
s 
th
e 
m
o
st
 
ef
fe
ct
iv
e 
fa
ct
o
r 
w
hi
ch
 c
au
se
d 
yo
u
 
to
 
m
ig
ra
te
? 
  14,70% 8,10% 68,40% 2,90% 5,90% 100,00% p>0,05 
Table 9. Distribution of participants to migrate as voluntary or by force 
Voluntary or By Force to Migration 
D
ci
sio
n
 o
f 
Fa
m
ily
 
Pr
es
en
ce
 
Total X2 / P 
Antalya  
 
62 
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133 
97,8% 
3 
2,2% 
136 
100,0% p>0,05 
                                               
Table 9 is examined, whether forced or voluntary migration to decide what proportion of families who said the 
decision, 98.4% in Antalya, Fethiye, while in 100%, 91.3% as determined in Tarsus. To live in a peaceful 
environment for those, 1.6% in Antalya, Fethiye and in 0% to 8.7% was found in Tarsus. Migration of individuals 
residing in different settlements to determine whether forced or voluntary statements about what they observed no 
statistically significant difference has emerged. "My husband agreed.", "Terrorist pressure, because we have to 
migrate." 
3.3. The results of migration 
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Table 10. Distribution of the communication problems between participants and indigenous people 
Communication problems with local people Yes No  Total 
 
X2 / P 
 
Antalya  
 
4 
6,3% 
59 
93,7% 
63 
100,0% 
Fethiye 
 
 
15 
30,0% 
35 
70,0% 
50 
100,0% 
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21 
15,4% 
115 
84,6% 
136 
100,0% p<0,05 
 Table 10 is examined, the research is the subject of immigration centers participants migrated centers local 
people and communication problems, life status of the distribution and, yes, I'm having the people who, in 
Antalya, Turkey 6.3%, in Tarsus, 8.7%, while in Fethiye 30%, respectively. No, I do not live in those, 70% in 
Fethiye, Antalya, while 93.7% and 91.3% in Tarsus' rose. Different settlements in the residence of individuals 
with indigenous people and communication problems, living conditions observed in this significant difference 
was found [X2(2)= 12.907; p< 0.05]. In other words, individuals live their settlement with the indigenous people 
and the communication problems of living conditions among there is a significant relationship. “No problem, all 
the hot people”, “Our relationship is good, but limited, because people from outside do not want to get into 
much.” “In first place was the problem of cultural differences, once we get used.” “Yes, I have come from Van 
Province unable to communicate fully. I’m having, so contact us there are more than those who emigrate. Yes, 
we do not really want to admit, they see little. No, we understand very well.” “Sometimes we live. No, we do not 
live in a very warm and good people. We’re usually easy to communicate; we have some cultural differences, but 
not a problem” 
Table 11 is examined, the research is the subject of immigration centers participants migrated centers local 
people and the girls took to give depending on their distribution, yes, there are also those who, in Antalya, Turkey 
28.6%, in Tarsus, 64%, in Fethiye 82.6% can increase. No, those who said no, 17.4% in Tarsus, 36%, while in 
Fethiye, Antalya, 71.4% increased to. Individuals residing in different settlements with local people to take her 
case-making that the observed difference was statistically significant [X2(2)= 25.250; p< 0.05]. In other words, 
individuals residing with the local community with their residential units to give her away if there is a significant 
relationship between. “No, no, because she took their call-in are given. Not included among foreign people.” “It 
did not, but I oppose the marriage of my children here. We took both girls, both have given. My two sons from 
Fethiye married or where someone gave my granddaughter.” “Yes, I’m married to someone of Tarsus. In 
previous years, there was not even there is now less.” 
Table 11. With indigenous people to take her case to the participants of the distribution 
Results of Migrations Yes No Total X2 / P 
Antalya  
 
18 
28,6% 
45 
71,4% 
63 
100,0% 
Fethiye 
 
 
32 
64,0% 
18 
36,0% 
50 
100,0% 
Tarsus 
25,250 
 
0,000 
 
19 
82,6% 
4 
17,4% 
23 
100,0% 
Total 
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69 
50,7% 
67 
49,3% 
136 
100,0% p<0,05 
Table 12. Participants were still experiencing the issue of whether the ground they came to place the issue of whether more interested 
distribution of opinions 
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Results of Migrations 
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X2 / P 
Antalya  
 
38 
60,3% 
15 
23,8% 
10 
15,9% 
63 
100,0% 
Fethiye 
 
 
39 
78,0% 
8 
16,0% 
3 
6,0% 
50 
100,0% 
Tarsus 
8,656 
 
0,070 
 
39 
78,0% 
8 
16,0% 
3 
6,0% 
50 
100,0% 
Total 
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94 
69,1% 
24 
17,6% 
18 
13,2% 
136 
100,0% p>0,05 
 
Table 12 is examined, migrate through the study area and the residential units, resident individuals who 
currently live in their district problems whether they came from where the problems of you more interested rate, 
currently I live where the problem also for those, in Antalya, Turkey 60.3%, in Fethiye 78%, while the Tarsus is 
determined as 73.9%. The problem comes where I said those, 23.8% in Antalya, Fethiye and in 16% was found to 
be 4.3% in Tarsus. Of individuals residing in different settlements themselves whether the problems of the place 
come alive where they more interested in the problems of whether the expression no significant difference 
observed in the middle of this has emerged. "They have broken ties with the place that you are interested in the 
problems. Is more interested in issues of where I come, it’s more important to me. The problem here is interested, 
because my work here." 'It is concerned, we are now Fethiye. The village is interested in my own problems, 
because all my relatives live there.” “Both are interested. I live in the area’s problems, but now it is getting more 
severe.” 
Table 13. Distribution of participants according to their cultural differences 
 
Results of Migration Yes No Total X2 / P 
Antalya  
 
3 
4,8% 
60 
95,2% 
63 
100,0% 
Fethiye 
 
 
11 
22,0% 
39 
78,0% 
50 
100,0% 
Tarsus 
15,620 
 
0,000 
 
9 
39,1% 
14 
60,9% 
23 
100,0% 
Total 
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23 
16,9% 
113 
83,1% 
136 
100,0% p<0,05 
 
Table 13 is examined, the research is the subject of immigration centers participants migrated centers of 
cultural differences in status according to the distribution, yes, there are also those who, in Antalya, Turkey 4.8%, 
in Fethiye 22%, whereas in Tarsus 39.1% rose to. No no those, 60.9% in Tarsus, while 78% in Fethiye, Antalya, 
95.2% in 'rose. Different settlements in the residence of individuals with cultural differences in the case observed 
that significant difference was found [X2(2)= 15.620; p< 0.05].In other words, individuals live their residential 
units and cultural differences in status between the correlation is. “No we do not have any problem.”  “Cultural 
differences, although not a problem. Those who settled the neighborhood in general from the same culture with 
us, so we do not have many problems.” “Cultural and ethnic differences, but there is no problem. This is a city 
where there are many different sects, are right is hard sometimes. They do not fit right with my right do.”  
Table 14 is examined, the research is the subject of immigration centers participants göçedilen centers facing 
the most serious problems distributions, no problems were encountered and also those who, in Antalya, Turkey 
55.6%, in Fethiye 18%, in Tarsus, 13% decreased. Also those who find jobs in Tarsus, 39.1%, 6.0%, while in 
Fethiye, Antalya was 11.1%. Individuals residing in different urban centers of the most important issues facing 
this difference was statistically significant was observed [X2(8)= 60.375; p< 0.05]. In other words, individuals 
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residing in residential units compared with their most important issue that has a significant relationship between. 
“Homesickness is the usual period. We have not had any problems. Finding a job. It’s impossible to find rental 
housing. Certainly more difficult for a foreigner. Dialect difference.” “Life style. Locals do not want to accept us. 
People communicating with local people and cohesion.” “Language differences. Finding a job. To get used to the 
environment and the environment.” 
Table 14. Problems they encounter after migration of the participants’ perceptions of the most important distribution 
Results of Migration I haven’t faced 
any problems Homesickness Employment 
Problem of 
adapting and 
communicatio
n 
Problem of 
renting a house Total
 
 
X2 / P 
 
Antalya  
 
35 
55,6% 
2 
3,2% 
7 
11,1% 
9 
14,3% 
10 
15,9% 
63 
100,0% 
Fethiye 
 
 
9 
18,0% 
2 
4,0% 
3 
6,0% 
36 
72,0% 
0 
,0% 
50 
100,0% 
Tarsus 
60,375 
 
0,000 
 
3 
13,0% 
0 
,0% 
9 
39,1% 
9 
39,1% 
2 
8,7% 
23 
100,0% 
Total 
 
W
ha
t i
s t
he
 
m
o
st
 
sig
ni
fic
an
t 
pr
o
bl
em
 
th
at
 
yo
u
 h
av
e 
en
co
u
n
te
re
d 
w
ith
 
af
te
r t
he
 
m
ig
ra
tio
n
?
 
47 
34,6% 
4 
2,9% 
19 
14,0% 
54 
39,7% 
12 
8,8% 
136 
100,0% 
 
Table 15. Distribution of participants’ perpetuating the cultural features of their homeland 
Results of Migration Yes 
No. I have already 
adapted to the local 
culture 
We are still 
carrying out 
them in our 
family 
Total X2 / P 
 
Antalya  
 
53 
84,1% 
8 
12,7% 
2 
3,2% 
63 
100,0% 
Fethiye 
 
 
20 
40,0% 
13 
26,0% 
17 
34,0% 
50 
100,0% 
Tarsus 
27,660 
 
0,000 
 
16 
69,6% 
2 
8,7% 
5 
21,7% 
23 
100,0% 
Total 
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89 
65,4% 
23 
16,9% 
24 
17,6% 
136 
100,0% p<0,05 
 
Table 15 is examined, the research is the subject of migration in the centers of the participants had come where 
cultural properties to maintain status distributions, yes, continue also those who, in Antalya, % 84.1, in Fethiye 
40%, whereas in Tarsus to be 69.6%, respectively. The only ones among the family continued, in Antalya, 3.2%, 
21.7%, while in Tarsus, was increased to 34% in Fethiye.  Residing in different urban centers where they come 
from individuals maintain their cultural property in situations of this difference was statistically significant was 
observed [X2(4)= 27.660; p< 0.05].In other words, individuals residing in the settlements have come up with 
situations where they maintain their cultural characteristics have a significant relationship between. “We are 
continuing, dining and accent. Are some changes, I adapt.” “Just as a conversation between friends. We are 
continuing. Among the family continues, but the outside would adapt to local culture. Yes, especially in food.” 
All pull through with no indigenous people. Some food, we are continuing conversations among the family.” 
4. Conclusions 
That population leaves their continual settlements as individuals, families and groups and move to other places 
to live temporarily or permanently is called “migration” [29].  
Research areas through internal migration from the family regardless of the number of households with 2-4 
persons composed of about half of what was understood. Participants are 38.2% of primary school graduates, 
11% of the graduates of any school that is understandable. Looking at the residence of the participants, 36% in 
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the range of 1-5 years, 8.8% over the year seems to be only 25. 
Examining the distribution business to 30% of the participants seems to be working. Participants to settle in 
Antalya, Fethiye and Tarsus and should choose the largest share (55.9%) to find a job or to set up a new business 
devoted to the phrase. 77.9% of participants' u to place in Antalya, Fethiye and Tarsus are seen as the primary 
center. Of the factors affecting the decision to emigrate in the first place with 68.4% in poverty has taken place. 
97.8% of participants' decided to emigrate voluntarily, not be subjected to any forced migration stated.  
Participants 84.6% were located by immigration problem in the cities do not face any communication with 
other people have said. Participants 50.7% of indigenous people and to give her away-social relations as they say. 
69.1% currently own their lives and their problems come from the city where they have stated that more than 
interested. 83.1% of participants live with other people culturally different from where they were told. 
Participants 39.7% were located in the city faced the most serious problems and communication problems 
adapting to the environment as demonstrated. 65.4% of respondents quarters of the places they come together 
their cultural characteristics, such as dining and accent when they try to maintain what they have said.  
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